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Background and rationale 
The Overseas Development Institute (ODI) has convened a consortium that includes the CGIAR 
Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS), the Kenya Red Cross 
Society (KRCS), the Kenya National Drought Management Authority (NDMA) and others to respond 
to a call for proposals by the Global Resilience Partnership. The project envisaged by the consortium 
is named ‘Dialling Up resilience: Mobilising ICTs to enhance bottom-up resilience measurement, 
programming and governance in the Horn of Africa’. The project is based on the belief that better 
measurement and tracking of resilience are key to ensuring that investments in resilience building 
are supporting the right activities and targeting the right people. Despite growing interest in 
enhancing resilience in the Horn of Africa and elsewhere, efforts for tracking resilience have yielded 
little success. Much of this owes to: different understandings and interpretations of ‘resilience’; the 
top-down and expert-driven nature of resilience measurement and indicator selection; and poor 
availability of robust socio-economic datasets.  
The consortium seeks to develop methods for the collection of bottom-up, subjective information 
related to people’s resilience, and feed this into improved policy and programming. Alongside this, it 
aims to leverage the unique opportunities that ICTs provide in collecting valuable high frequency 
data relating to various components of resilience at considerable scale. These new sources of 
information and perspectives could be used to support new forms of targeted direct financing for 
resilience, rapid assessment of disaster response and rehabilitation, and more effective monitoring 
of resilience-building initiatives.  
In this context, CCAFS and KRCS, with the help of NDMA officials in Makueni County, organized 
community consultations to learn about how household resilience is conceptualized at the local 
level. Staff from CCAFS and KRCS trained KRCS volunteers to conduct focus group discussions (FGDs) 
and household case studies. The volunteers visited two communities in Makueni County between 24 
June and 1 July 2015. This report summarizes the findings from their field work and draws lessons 
from the exercise to apply to any future similar exercises. 
 
Training of volunteers and the field activity plan 
The project team made plans to visit two communities in Makueni County to hold local discussions 
on what makes households resilient to shocks and stresses. We wanted to visit two communities 
that were different from each other, so with the help of Makueni County NDMA officers and the 
Deputy County Commissioners, we selected one community closer to Wote that has more crop-
based livelihoods, and another community closer to Makindu that is more reliant on livestock - 
though both are located in the semi-arid, Kikamba speaking areas. The idea was to compare whether 
community perceptions of resilience and the important contributing factors are different in the 
different areas and across different groups within the selected communities. 
Four staff members from CCAFS and the International Centre for Humanitarian Affairs (ICHA) of 
KRCS traveled to Wote to provide training to a group of KRCS volunteers who would be conducting 
the field work. The training was held on 22 – 23 June in Wote. The team of volunteers was briefed on 
the Dialling Up Resilience project and why we were conducting the field research. They were given 
an overview of good practices for conducting focus group discussions and household interviews, and 
the topical outlines for each were reviewed (see Appendices 1 and 2). 
The field activity plan was to visit the first community after the training was completed and then to 
visit the second community the following week. The first activity in the community was a baraza 
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(public meeting) to explain the purpose of the team’s visit and invite people’s participation. This was 
followed by a wealth ranking exercise during which those present were asked to describe the 
different socio-economic categories of households in their community and the characteristics of 
each. These categories were then used to help determine the composition of the focus group 
discussions. The sampling plan required that focus group discussions be held with each of the 
following groups in each community:  
1. Women wealthier  5. Men wealthier  
2. Women poorer   6. Men poorer 
3. Women youth   7. Men youth 
4. Women elderly   8. Men elderly 
9. Local leaders (chiefs, respected figures, etc.) 
For the youth and elderly groups, the team agreed that youth would be those aged 18 – 35 years, 
and elderly would be those aged 60 years and above. 
After the baraza and wealth ranking exercise, the team spent the next two days holding focus group 
discussions with the groups specified in the sampling plan, for a total of 9 FGDs per community. 
After the 9 FGDs were completed, the team also visited several households that had been identified 
by the FGD participants as resilient to conduct case study interviews with them. The same process 
was repeated in both communities. 
 
Team composition 
The project team decided that the focus group discussions and household interviews should be 
conducted in Kikamba, the local language of the region, so that as many community members could 
participate as possible. KRCS identified 5 volunteers from its database that could speak Kikamba. 
After reviewing the CVs of the nominated volunteers, the most senior person was selected to be the 
team leader. This team leader was responsible for interacting with the chief of the location to 
arrange the team’s visit and to make sure that everything ran smoothly while in the field. The other 
team members divided themselves into two teams of a facilitator and note taker each. Roles are 
listed below. 
Name Organization Role 
StellaMaris Mwikali Musyimi KRCS volunteer Team Leader 
Solomon Mwendwa Musia KRCS volunteer Facilitator, men’s group 
Ema Kalekye Ngui KRCS volunteer Note taker, men’s group 
Jacinta Minoo Mutua KRCS volunteer Facilitator, women’s group 
Jacinta Mercy Muthee KRCS volunteer Note taker, women’s group 
Ianetta Mutie CCAFS/ILRI Field research support 
Wiebke Foerch CCAFS Trainer 
John Nduri KRCS/ICHA Trainer 
Laura Cramer CCAFS Trainer 
 
Communities visited 
With the help of NDMA county officers, a Deputy County Commissioner, and the KRCS volunteers, 
two communities were identified for inclusion in the study. The first community is approximately 
30km north/northeast of Wote. It is called Mbukoni sub-location and was identified as a community 
that relies primarily on crop production but also raises some livestock. The population of Mbukoni 
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was reported by the FGD participants to be 3,780 people. The second community is called Syumile, 
and is located approximately 13km east of Makindu. Syumile was chosen because the people there 
rely more heavily on livestock for their livelihoods. The sub-location has approximately 9,500 people. 
Both communities are rural and accessible via roads that are in poor condition. 
The men and women in both communities defined two wealth categories: poorer and wealthier. The 
characteristics of these categories were similar in both communities and the men’s and the women’s 
groups both gave similar descriptions. Households in the poorer category typically have a less 
balanced diet and eat only one or two meals per day, while members of the wealthier group can 
afford three meals a day and a variety of foods. Poorer households own few livestock and often do 
not own cattle. They are hired by wealthier households to care for their cattle and other livestock. 
Other differences between the two wealth groups are in regards to housing, size of land holdings, 
and crop production. Poorer households live in single room houses built from unbaked bricks and 
thatched with grass, while wealthier households have multi-room dwellings built from baked bricks, 
with cemented floors and iron sheet roofing. Wealthier households have larger land sizes and 
practice horticulture and/or fruit tree cultivation more often than poorer households because they 
have better access to water and can do some irrigation. Some poorer households lease land to the 
wealthier households because they cannot afford to farm it themselves. The only difference 
mentioned between men’s and women’s groups was in Syumile, where the men also distinguished 
between the types of disease treatment for livestock afforded by the poorer and wealthier groups. 
The poorer households cannot afford medication for their livestock when they fall ill, so they use 
traditional methods such as honey, neem tree extracts, and ash. Wealthier households are able to 
afford veterinary medication for their livestock. 
In Mbukoni, the women estimated that three quarters of their community falls in the poorer group 
and one quarter in the wealthier group. In Syumile, the participants of the wealth ranking exercise 
estimated about 30 – 35% of their community is in the wealthier group and 65 – 70% in the poorer 
category.  
 
Findings from focus group discussions 
The facilitators were given topical guides to use in leading the focus group discussions. The main 
topics we wanted to delve into were the types of shocks and stresses faced by the discussion 
participants, the characteristics of resilient households, the factors influencing households’ 
resilience, and the use of mobile phones in their daily lives.  
Shocks and stresses 
Among the women’s FGDs in both communities, health shocks dominated the discussion. Many 
participants shared stories of themselves or family members falling ill and then struggling to access 
health care and subsequently pay for the care they received. Several participants recounted how the 
deaths of family members affected their households. In the cases of women who were widowed, 
they told how they have struggled to care for their children following the deaths of their husbands. 
Some women were able to raise funds to pay medical bills by receiving contributions from relatives, 
while others settled their debts by selling off assets such as land and/or livestock. Although health 
shocks are individual household occurrences, it is interesting to note the number of FGD participants 
that have experienced similar events with similar outcomes. 
The elderly men’s group in Mbukoni gave a detailed history of droughts and famine stretching back 
into the 1800s. These climate related shocks affected very many households equally.  The lower 
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wealth men’s group discussed how children drop out of school during food shortages to look for 
casual labor jobs which will earn them food. The men’s 
youth group in Mbukoni agreed that lack of sufficient 
food is their major problem, indicating that food 
insecurity is a chronic stressor in the community.  
In Syumile, many of the FGDs centered on the lack of 
rain in the area and the lack of access to water. Crop 
failure is so frequent in the area that the last harvest 
that was mentioned was in 2007, with 1998 being 
remembered as a year of good harvests. Everyone is 
affected by the persistent lack of rain, but relief food is 
only given to the elderly, disabled, widows and 
orphans. 
Characteristics of resilient households 
After reading through the notes of all the FGDs, we have identified those characteristics that either 
people mentioned help make households resilient or can lead to resilience based on our 
interpretations of the discussions. They are similar across both communities and between men and 
women, with some slight differences. These are things that the individual households have control 
over, while the external factors discussed in the next subsection are mostly out of the control of 
households. 
Overall, resilient households tend to have:  
● Diversified income streams  
● Formal employment/steady income earner 
● Educated children who can contribute back to the parents 
● Ability to draw on relatives for support 
● Access to financial capital 
● Political capital 
● Better/informed agricultural practices 
● Joint decision making responsibilities 
● Strong family cohesion 
● Strong work ethic 
Diversified income streams, particularly income from off-farm sources, help households cover 
expenses in multiple ways. Some households have a member that receives a steady income from 
formal employment (such as a teacher), while others own businesses that bring income not related 
to or reliant upon farming. These households do not struggle as much to pay school fees, and their 
children receive more years of schooling. Children who are educated to a higher level can contribute 
back to their parents better than children who received less schooling.  
Resilient households are also able to ask relatives for support when needed. Some of the women 
who reported experiencing health shocks said that they were able to recover by receiving donations 
from family members to cover the expenses. A strong extended family network can help buffer 
shocks. Strong cohesion within the household and joint decision making between spouses and 
between parents and children was also mentioned as a coping mechanism to withstand shocks and 
stresses.  
“We sometimes have to take ‘naked 
tea’ [without sugar or milk], have one 
or two meals a day if you are lucky. 
Some of our homes house more than 15 
people including extended members. A 
packet of maize flour would be better 
off cooking a pot of porridge than 
‘ugali’.”  
–Male FGD participant, youth group, 
Syumile 
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Access to financial capital, through table banking groups or other 
schemes, helped households meet expenses such as land 
preparation or school fees. FGD participants reported these groups 
being more successful among women and wealthier men. Among 
men in the poorer category, these groups fall apart because the 
members cannot repay on time. Male youth in both Mbukoni and 
Syumile reported that lack of access to financial capital was a 
constraint to establishing their own businesses, but they wanted to 
start businesses as a way of earning money. They also felt they 
lacked political capital because they believe the local leadership ignores their priorities and 
concerns. 
Political capital can be defined as connections to local leaders, powerful individuals and other 
decision makers that can bring benefits not enjoyed by others. Those households with high political 
capital may be better placed to receive school bursaries for their children (helping the children stay 
in school and receive more education), be appointed to community water management committees, 
or receive government assistance after a disaster. These help build a household’s resilience. 
Agriculture carries a lot of risk in Makueni County because it is a semi-arid area and experiences 
frequent failed crops. Resilient households have the ability to comply with the directives from 
various agencies such as the seasonal forecasts produced by the meteorological department and 
bulletins from the National Drought Management Authority. These households plant the advised 
type of seeds for the drought-prone area, engage in timely land preparation, and construct water 
harvesting systems (such as trenches which slow surface runoff) to boost the yields from their farms.  
The last category of characteristics relates to things that are hard to observe and quantify. FGD 
participants talked about making decisions jointly between husband and wife or between parents 
and children as helping households succeed. Many of the women participants, when telling their 
stories of recovering from health shocks and large health care bills, attributed their recovery to their 
hard work and individual agency. They did not rely on relief from others, but instead they sought out 
casual labor jobs to earn wages and rebuild their livelihoods. Some bought chickens with the money 
they earned, then raised those and sold them to buy goats to rebuild their asset base. 
External factors contributing to household resilience 
The external factors contributing to household resilience are mostly out of the control of individual 
households, although there are some blurry lines in a few cases. For example, secure land tenure 
was referred to as an issue by some of the men’s groups, but in some cases it was an issue of a 
father not yet dividing the land between his children and so the children were not willing to invest in 
what they were not sure they would inherit. 
External factors that contribute to household resilience: 
● Affordable health care 
● Access to water 
● Good and fair local leadership 
● Secure land tenure 
● Security against theft and violence 
● Extension services 
“If we educate the young 
generation our future 
may be secure and we 
may not rely on livestock 
and crop farming.”  
–Male FGD participant, 
lower wealth group, 
Syumile 
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Given that health shocks were mentioned very frequently by women in both Mbukoni and Syumile, 
we infer that access to affordable health care services is a key component of resilience. Many 
women reported selling off major assets to settle health care bills, making it difficult for them to 
recover and maintain their livelihoods. Some women were referred by the local clinic to distant 
hospitals for specialized care but could not afford to go. Others relied upon well-wishers to provide 
them money for going to seek treatment. If better, more affordable care were available closer to 
their community, it is likely that health shocks would not be as damaging to their livelihoods as they 
are now. 
Several of the men’s groups in both locations discussed access to water as an important factor in 
resilience. Having access to water (either having land close to a river or having storage tanks at one’s 
house) allows them to irrigate their crops and grow things like kales and cabbages that can be sold 
for profit. This crop diversification also contributes diversified income streams. Some of the groups 
said that community water points exist but are not well managed. While having water tanks in one’s 
household can be obtained through individual initiative, the provision of water through community-
managed boreholes or other access points is an external factor. Water is critical for the rearing of 
livestock, and FGD participants (men and women) in both locations highlighted the importance of 
livestock as assets for income generation. 
Local leadership was mentioned by both men and women in both communities as playing a role in 
resilience. It is the appointed local chief who distributes relief food, and some FGD participants felt 
that this was not always done in a fair manner. People in both communities are very reliant upon 
relief food. Local leaders also are responsible for distributing school bursaries, which can be the 
difference between whether a child stays in school or drops out. Good local leaders also listen to all 
of their constituents fairly. The male youth FGD participants in Mbukoni reported that they feel 
sidelined by the local leader, and they do not feel their concerns are heard. The elderly women in 
Mbukoni reported that they fear saying anything bad about their local leaders for fear of being 
imprisoned.  
Land tenure was an issue mentioned by young men in Mbukoni and elderly men in Syumile. The 
elderly men reported that they do not have title deeds to the land on which they live, and hence 
they are squatters. The male youth also pointed to a lack of title deeds and said this was a constraint 
to accessing formal capital from banks. They would like to start businesses to earn income, but 
without title deeds they cannot take loans to use as startup capital. This same group also mentioned 
that there were issues within families of fathers not dividing the land among siblings and so the 
siblings were not willing to invest in planting crops or trees without knowing whether they would 
inherit the land. 
Security was an issue mentioned only by women in Syumile. Both the lower wealth and higher 
wealth groups reported that there are problems with livestock theft and rape in the area. The higher 
wealth group said that the local administration has been slow to respond to these matters. 
Insecurity leads to vulnerability and a lack of resilience.  
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Access to extension services was cited only by men in Syumile. The men’s lower wealth group stated 
that the higher wealth group receives sound assistance 
from the extension services. Because extension officers 
are located far away from the community, the wealthier 
men can afford the transportation costs to go visit them 
and receive advice. The poorer men prefer to use 
traditional methods for treating animals and growing 
crops rather than pay the transportation fare to visit the 
extension officers. The men’s higher wealth group 
discussed the advice they receive from extension officers: 
how to harvest grass seeds for sale, what crops to grow, 
which fertilizers to use, correct agronomic practices, and 
poultry rearing. Having access to this advice helps these 
men earn more income from their agricultural activities. Diversified agricultural practices helps to 
provide income from multiple sources and increases resilience. 
Use of phones and ownership rates 
After discussing the concept of resilience and what makes a household resilient, some of the groups 
provided information on how they use mobile phones and mobile money transfer in their daily lives. 
This is of interest to the Dialling Up Resilience project because part of the project will be testing 
various phone-based methods of administering surveys. 
FGD participants reported using their phones to keep in touch with loved ones, communicate over 
long distances and share information, look for employment, send money and take short loans, warn 
each other of security events, communicate during emergencies, and compare prices of animals in 
the market.  
The table below summarizes the phone ownership rates reported by each focus group. We can see 
that phone ownership seems to be lower in Mbukoni among the poorer groups and in Syumile 
among older women. In Mbukoni some of the older women do own phones but are not able to fully 
utilize them; they reported that they need to be assisted to make a call. In Syumile, the elderly men’s 
group reported that they have trouble seeing the screens of their phones and they ask their 
grandchildren to assist them to make and receive calls and to withdraw cash using mobile money 
transfer services.  
Table 1. Phone ownership rates as reported by the FGDs  
 Mbukoni Syumile 
Women, youth no info 8 out of 10 own phones 
Women, elderly “majority” own phones, but some do 
not know how to use them to make 
calls 
3 out of 10 own phones 
Women, poorer 4 out of 68 own phones 10 out of 10 own phones 
Women, wealthier 30 out of 30 own phones no info 
Men, youth all FGD participants own phones (5 
out of 5) 
10 out of 10 own phones 
Men, elderly More than half own phones Less than half own phones 
Men, poorer 50% own phones (18 out of 35) ¾ of FGD participants own 
phones 
Men, wealthier all own phones (34 out of 34) 10 out of 10 own phones 
“Our biggest challenge is that some 
agencies bring support through relief 
and after this runs out, we are left the 
same. We would rather have those 
that will help us improve ourselves 
through skills. We would like more 
technical advice and not relief.”  
–Male FGD participant, high wealth 
group, Syumile 
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Resilient household case studies 
In each community, the team identified a few households that FGD participants agreed could be 
classified as resilient. Three households were interviewed in Mbukoni and four in Syumile. 
Interviews were conducted with individuals from these households to build case studies of 
resilience. In the analysis, we have pulled out those characteristics of resilience that came up in the 
FGDs and which are present in the households interviewed. We see several common characteristics 
across the households. Since we did not interview any non-resilient (vulnerable) households, 
however, it is difficult to say for certain that these characteristics are what contribute to their 
individual resilience or if vulnerable households also have those characteristics but somehow behave 
differently and are therefore not resilient. 
Most of the households interviewed have low dependency ratios (they have few children living in 
the household or the children are grown). In many of the households, either the interviewee or 
another household member has or used to have formal employment. This steady income allows for 
investment in productive assets like land and livestock that are used to earn additional income. The 
adult household members are typically well educated and have educated their children. They are 
often members of financial self-help groups that give rotational loans to their members, providing 
access to financial capital. Most of the households reported having access to water in various forms: 
water tanks within the homestead, nearby water pans for watering livestock, borehole access, or 
donkeys used to fetch water from a nearby river. One of the interviewees owns land in an irrigation 
scheme, where he grows high value crops using water provided through the scheme’s canals. 
Many of the interviewees reported that they make decisions as a family and support each other in 
their activities. Family cohesion was a characteristic common throughout all of the resilient 
households interviewed. Several of the women interviewed attributed their resilience to their hard 
work and positive attitude. 
The interviewees were asked to give advice on what should be done to build the resilience of others. 
One man expounded on his belief that providing 
training and capacity building, not free handouts, was 
the key to helping others. Several of the interviewees 
referred to the creation of diverse water sources and 
encouragement of water harvesting techniques as ways 
in which to help others succeed. They also would 
encourage good work ethic and learning from others. 
Finally, some mentioned that education is important in 
helping build resilience. 
How these findings can help inform the Dialling up Resilience project 
We can see from this small fieldwork exercise that there are differences between locations, between 
genders, age and income groups on what is important in terms of building resilience. What is a 
concern in one location was not discussed in the other, and what matters most to women is not the 
same as what matters to men. We can learn from this when considering what to ask in any future 
surveys and how to ask certain questions.  
One of the aims of the Dialling Up Resilience project is to try to create an assessment or 
measurement of subjective resilience. We can take the findings from this research on the 
importance of work ethic, positive attitude, and individual sense of empowerment to try to create 
questions that might capture how an individual feels s/he has control over one’s life to recover from 
“The advice I can give to people is that 
everyone faces challenges and it 
depends on how you take them. If you 
see positivity in them, then you 
succeed.”  
–Female resilient case study 
interviewee, Mbukoni 
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shocks and stresses. This may help us frame questions about absorptive, adaptive and 
transformative capacity in ways that can be more easily understood by survey respondents.  
We also see that phone ownership rates and ability to use phones differs in various segments of the 
population. We may need to take this into consideration when designing sampling strategies or 
when analyzing survey results. We may not be able to easily include some of the most vulnerable, 
e.g. poor women.  
This fieldwork exercise can also help inform the way we proceed with future community 
consultations if the full two year project is funded. These lessons learned are presented in the next 
section. 
 
Lessons learned on consultations process 
KRCS was able to provide a team of volunteers who spoke the local language and had some 
experience in qualitative survey methods. The training team did not stay in the field to observe any 
of the FGDs, however, and in the future it would be useful for the training team to stay for the 
fieldwork in at least one community to interact with the team, observe the FGDs, and provide advice 
to adjust facilitation techniques as needed.  
It would be advisable to give more lead time in preparing for the local consultations. The preparation 
for this fieldwork was rushed, and while it worked out fine in the end, it would have been better to 
have more time to liaise with county and local level officials to brief them on the activity and the 
purpose. 
In the first community, there was an issue with the size of FGDs. We may not have communicated to 
the chief very clearly on our objectives, and the team was not strict on limiting the number of 
participants for each focus group. For the second community, the team used a lottery approach to 
choose who would participate in the focus group if more than 10 showed up. This seemed to work 
well to keep the number of participants manageable.  
The framing of the questions posed to each group has an effect on what responses are received. 
From the first community, the FGD participants gave very negative stories and did not provide many 
details on what makes them resilient. After discussing the approach with the team, they changed the 
way they framed the discussions and we received more positive stories from Syumile. Getting the 
framing of the discussion correct makes a big difference in the responses, and more time could be 
spent on this in the training. 
In order to increase the robustness and reliability of the findings from focus group discussions and 
other participatory research tools, we could add additional tools in order to create means of 
triangulation. We also plan to conduct local consultations in more communities and with more 
groups within communities. Also, longer or repeated visits to the communities would help build trust 
and allow us to feed back findings to the community itself. Past experience has shown that 
participation in these in-depth qualitative research processes can help communities recognise their 
own agency, explore windows of opportunity and engage with local decision makers in discussions 
about possibilities of enhancing resilience.  
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Appendix 1: Focus Group Discussion topical guide 
Focus Group Discussion Topic Guide 
Welcome, Introduction and Explanation (DO NOT READ THIS OUT) 
1. Welcome, everyone, and thank you all for taking the time to come here today for this 
meeting. You have been asked to come and talk with us today as part of a wider assessment 
going on in ______________ [this area] to understand the issues that affect your community 
and how you all cope with shocks and crises. 
2. This assessment is being carried out by a range of agencies, including the government, Kenya 
Red Cross, and the CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food 
Security. The purpose of the conversation and the reason you have been selected is NOT 
related to any particular agency or government program or service. 
3. All the organisations in this assessment want to assist communities to realize your hopes and 
vision for the future. Everyone recognizes that much more needs to be done to support 
communities such as this one to improve living standards and withstand shocks such as 
drought. At the same time some of what is being or has been done to support communities 
is more effective than other things. We seek your wisdom and guidance in this. If this goes 
well, it will be a program that is used widely, and we rely on your experience to design it 
well. If it doesn’t go well, we want to be sure we don’t cause harm to you or to others. We 
need you to help us with this. 
4. In order to help people better, it is essential to know what communities think is important 
and to have good ways of measuring those things. This helps us to understand which 
communities are doing better and coping better when experiencing shocks such as drought. 
It is also important to know which communities are doing worse and why. 
5. The information you provide today will help us understand what is important for your 
community and your households when faced with shocks such as drought, and how we 
might be able to measure those things in an effective way. We want to be sure we’re even 
asking the right sorts of questions, and in the right sorts of ways. 
6. Informed consent – you are not obligated to participate and you can leave at any time. What 
you are saying here will be kept anonymous so we are not writing down names. Do you 
agree? 
7. In respect for each other, we ask that only one individual speak at a time. There are no right 
or wrong answers to the questions we are going to ask. We want to hear many different 
viewpoints and would like to hear from everyone.  
NOTE: ask people to ask questions from the perspective of this particular group; i.e. they should 
consider typical households in this group (not the whole community).  
Topics to guide the discussion: 
1. Community characteristics: size of population, livelihoods, other demographics 
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2. Shocks and stresses: types of shocks, recent events, severity, proportion of households 
affected, what help and assistance is sought and from whom 
3. Characteristics of a resilient household: what does a resilient household look like? E.g. food 
secure, diverse incomes, social capital, problem solving capacity and planning ahead…..  
4. Factors/drivers influencing household resilience: what can households control (e.g. 
diversified livelihoods, joint decision making, household size, political capital, land size, etc.), 
what are outside factors (community or beyond, e.g. access to infrastructure, education, 
health, local leadership, security, water, capacity collective action, community decision 
making, connectivity, NRM, etc.)?  
a. Natural, physical, social, human, financial, political  
5. Measuring household resilience: How could you measure these? If you were to go to 
another community to understand their resilience, what questions would you ask? 
6. Changes to resilience: in this particular group - who are doing better and why. Those who 
are doing worse and why. 
7. Mobile phones: what role in daily life, does everybody have one, access issues 
8. Mobile money in extreme events: what role? How has it changed dealing with shocks and 
stresses? 
9. Identify positive deviants 
 
  
Concept of resilience 
Describe to the group the concept of resilience we discussed during the training. Key points: 
Ability to manage change 
Ability to recover after a shock without hurting future abilities to recover 
Ability to maintain or improve living standards in the face of shocks or stresses 
13 
Appendix 2: Household case study topical guide 
Resilient Household Case Study Topic Guide 
1. Thank you very much for sharing your time with us today. 
2. Informed consent: We would like to ask you questions about your household and coping 
strategies when faced with drought. Your participation is voluntary. Your name and any 
identifying information will be kept confidential. If you do not feel comfortable answering 
any of the questions, you can skip those questions. If at any time you wish to stop the 
interview, you are free to stop. Your participation will not affect any access to future 
resources or programming. Is it okay to continue with the interview? 
3. A range of agencies in this area are undertaking a study to understand what is important in 
helping households and communities be resilient to shocks. We want to use this information 
to help develop a way to better measure resilience from your own perspective. 
4. In order to help people better it is important to identify households that are doing well 
generally and able to withstand shocks and crisis periods without having to rely on 
emergency support from government, NGOs or your community e.g. food aid etc.  These 
households are often described as “resilient” (explain further as required). Your household 
has been identified as one such resilient household. 
5. We would like to ask you a few questions to help us understand what you and other 
household members are doing or benefiting from that enables you to do well in this area 
when many others find it much harder to cope. 
Topical outlines 
1. Household composition: who heads the HH? how many members? education levels?  
2. Sources of livelihood: on-farm (livestock, crops); business and income generating activities; 
wage income; remittances; rental income; other. Note: we don’t need actual figures. We just 
want to know the sources.  
3. History of the household – how have you been becoming more resilient.  
4. Factors/characteristics of resilience: what makes this HH resilient? What steps got you 
there? In a recent crisis, how did you cope better than others, why? How are you solving 
problems, make decisions in your household? What role do your social networks play in 
helping you cope with shocks and crises? 
1. Natural, physical, social, human, financial, political 
5. What can other households do to build their resilience. What changes are needed in the 
household and how can these be supported from outside agencies? (top 3 priority – move 
beyond the shopping list of interventions) 
 
